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when it is a question of determining the final basis of
value, writers are divided by two theories. For some,
following the lead of Ricardo and 'Karl Marx, the basis
—Socialists call it the justification and the limit of value
—lies in labour, toil, cost of production. For others, the
psychologists, the basis of value is in its utility defined
by human desire. Gide did not hesitate. Certainly he does
not fail to recognise that labour and toil are the price we
pay for the satisfaction of our desires. But these desires
are truly the cause of the effort, the limit of its intensity,
and, consequently, the prime reason for value. To
substitute lalbour for utility—or for desirability—as the
fundamental element of value, is to confuse the means
with the end. Logically and in practice it is the consumer
who creates demand; consumption is the raison d'etre of
economic activity; the rest being only the allocation of
motive power, the technique of production and exchange,
with that end in view.1
Does the consumer, then, this theoretical object of
economic activity, play in economic life the part normally
expected of him ? What is he ? Almost nothing. Isolated,
ignorant, powerless, he is doomed to be exploited by the
knowing, powerful producers, egoists ever more and
more organised, locally, nationally and internationally.
This Review is not the place in which to tell all that
co-operation owes to Gide. But perhaps we may here
recall the famous passage in which he describes the r61e
of the consumer in order to link it up with his general
economic conception. "What is the consumer ? Nothing,
c
1 Gide recalls in his preface to the Principles that a Socialist critic had re-
poached him with adopting the theory of utility-value while recognising that
^satisfies morality less than the theory of labour-value. The latter, said this
critic, must be preferred because it is a ^weapon for the proletariat. "Such a
method,** answered Charles Gide, **is far from us. In seeking the explanation
of a fec^ the solution of a problem, we are never prejudiced by the notion of
whether It can serve or disserve such and such a cause which niay be dear to
bs, or of what aspect truth may wear when it is unveiled.** It would not be
|K)ssible to give a better example of the high scientific probity and profound
intellectual liberalism of the master.
Another example might be quoted, as related by M, Charles Rist (Rptnie
*PEem$me pe&gue, 1932, p. 25).

